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Foreword

Ours is a country with a rich
tradition of enjoying nature.
Whether casting a fly or snapping a
shutter, Americans find wildlife-
associated recreation a source of
lifelong enjoyment and renewal.

The results of the 1996 National
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation
reflect this national passion for
wild things and wild places.
Seventy-seven million Americans
16 years or older, or 40 percent of
the adult population, enjoyed some
form of wildlife-related recreation
during 1996. In doing so, they
pumped $100 billion into the
national economy, supporting
hundreds of thousands of jobs.

The mission of the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service is to conserve
and enhance our nation’s fish and
wildlife and its habitat. The Service
works in partnership with state
wildlife agencies, conservation
organizations, sportsmen’s groups,
local governments, corporations,
and individual citizens to perform
this mission.

For conservation efforts to be
effective, however, natural resource
managers need detailed information
on how people use fish and wildlife
resources. The 1996 National
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and

Wildlife-Associated Recreation is
the most comprehensive survey of
its kind. It is an important tool for
natural resource professionals in
planning and managing these
resources for the enjoyment and
benefit of all Americans.

The 1996 Survey was requested by
the States through the International
Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies. It is the ninth in a series
of surveys on resource use by
anglers, hunters, and those who
enjoy observing wildlife. The
Survey has been sponsored by the
Service since 1955. It is financed
by hunters, anglers, and boaters
through excise taxes on sporting
arms, ammunition, fishing equip-
ment, and motorboat fuels as
authorized under the Federal Aid

in Sport Fish and Wildlife
Restoration Acts.

We can all be gratified that
wildlife-related recreation and the
conservation ethic that flows from
it remain strong in America.

CL Rz,

Jamie Rappaport Clark, Director
Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Department of the Interior



Survey
Background
and

Method
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The National Survey of Fishing,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation (Survey) has been

Four regional technical committees
were set up under the auspices of
the IAFWA to ensure that State fish

conducted since 1955 and is one of and wildlife agencies had an
the oldest and most comprehensive opportunity to participate in all

continuing recreation surveys. The
purpose of the Survey is to gather
information on the number of
anglers, hunters, and wildlife-
watching participants (formerly
known as primary nonconsumptive
wildlife-related participants) in the
United States. Information also is
collected on how often these
recreationists participate and how
much they spend on their activities.

The planning process for the 1996
Survey began in 1994 when the
International Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies (IAFWA)
passed a resolution asking the Fish
and Wildlife Service to conduct the
ninth National Survey of wildlife-
related recreation. Funding for
the Survey came from the
administrative portion of the
Federal Aid in Sport Fish and
Wildlife Restoration Programs.

Consultations with State and Feder
agencies and nongovernmental
organizations such as the Wildlife
Management Institute, American
Sportfishing Association, B.A.S.S.,
Inc., Wild Bird Feeding Institute,
and American Fisheries Society
started in early 1994 to ascertain
survey content. Other sportsmen’s
organizations and conservation

phases of survey planning and
design. The committees were
made up of agency representatives.

The Survey was conducted in two
phases by the U.S. Bureau of
Census for the Fish and Wildlife
Service. The first phase was the
screen which began in April 1996.
During the screening phase, the
Bureau of Census interviewed a
sample of 80,000 households
nationwide, primarily by telephone,
to determine who in the household
had fished, hunted, or engaged in
wildlife-watching activities in 1995,
and who had engaged or planned
to engage in those activities in 1996.
In most cases, one adult household
member provided information for all
household members. It is important
to note that the screen primarily
covered 1995 activities while the
next, more in-depth phase covered

ajL996 activities. For more

Information on the 1995 data,
refer to Appendix B.

The second phase of the Survey
consisted of detailed interviews
conducted about every four months.
The first interview wave began in
April 1996, the second in September
1996, and the last in January 1997.
Interviews were conducted with

groups, industry representatives, andamples of likely anglers, hunters,

researchers also provided valuable
advice on questionnaire develop-

ment, data collection, and reporting.

and wildlife-watching participants
who were identified in the initial
screening phase. These interviews
were conducted primarily by



telephone, with in-person interviews Survey was the first to use computer-
for those respondents who could notassisted interviews which improved

be reached by telephone.
Respondents in the second survey
phase were limited to those at least
16 years old. Each respondent
provided information pertaining
only to his or her activities and
expenditures. Sample sizes were
designed to provide statistically
reliable results at the State level for
fishing, hunting, and wildlife-
watching activities. Altogether,
interviews were completed for
22,578 anglers and hunters and
11,759 wildlife watchers. More
detailed information on sampling
procedures and response rates is
found in Appendix D.

Comparability with
Previous Surveys

The 1996 Survey questions and
methodology were similar to those

the efficiency and timeliness of data
collection.

The methodology of the 1996 and
1991 Surveys did differ significantly
from the 1985 and 1980 Surveys, so
their estimates are not directly
comparable to those earlier surveys.
The changes in methodology
included reducing the recall period
over which respondents had to
remember their activities and
expenditures. Previous Surveys
used a 12-month recall period which
resulted in greater reporting bias.
Research on recall bias found that
the amount of activity and
expenditures reported in 12-month
recall Surveys was over-estimated in
comparison with the amount
reported in shorter recall periods.

The trends information presented in
this report takes the differences of
the 1991 Survey into account in

used in the 1991 Survey. Therefore,comparing its estimates with those

the 1996 estimates are comparable
to the 1991 estimates. The 1996

of the 1996 Survey. See the
Summary Section and Appendix C.

Vii
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Introduction

The National Survey of Fishing,
Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation reports results from
interviews with U.S. residents about
their fishing, hunting, and other
fish- and wildlife-related recreation.
This report focuses on 1996
participation and expenditures of
U.S. residents 16 years of age and
older.

The numbers reported can be
compared with those in the 1991
Survey reports. The methodology
used in 1996 was similar to that
used in 1991. These results should
not be directly compared with the
results from Surveys earlier than
1991 because of changes in
methodology. These changes in
methodology were made in 1991

Wildlife-Associated
Recreation

Wildlife-associated recreation
includes fishing, hunting, and
wildlife-watching activities. These
categories are not mutually
exclusive because many individuals
enjoyed fish and wildlife in several
ways in 1996. Wildlife-associated
recreation is reported in two major
categories: (1) fishing and hunting,
and (2) wildlife watching (formerly
referred to as nonconsumptive
wildlife-related recreation).
Wildlife-watching includes
observing, photographing,

and feeding fish and wildlife.

Fishing and Hunting

and 1996 to improve accuracy in theThis Survey reports information

information provided.

The report also provides information
on participation in wildlife-related
recreation in 1995, particularly of
persons 6 to 15 years of age. The
1995 information is provided in
Appendix B. Additional
information about the scope and
coverage of the Survey can be foun
in the Survey Background and
Method section of this report. The
remainder of this section defines
important terms used in the Survey.

about residents of the United States
who fished or hunted in 1996,
regardless of whether they were
licensed. The fishing and hunting
sections of this report are organized
to report three groups:

(1) sportsmen, (2) anglers, and

(3) hunters.

dSportsmen

Sportsmen are persons who fished
or hunted. Individuals who fished

or hunted commercially in 1996 are
reported as sportsmen only if they
fished or hunted for recreation. The
sportsmen group is composed of the
three subgroups in the diagram
below: (1) those who fished and

Sportsmen

Anglers Hunters

Fished Fished Hunted
only and only
Hunted

MAINE



hunted, (2) those who only fished, reported: (1) big game, (2) small  wildlife-watching activity, the sum
and (3) those who only hunted. Thegame, (3) migratory bird, and (4)  of participants in each type will be
total number of sportsmen is equal other animals. Since many hunters greater than the total number of
to the sum of people who only enjoyed more than one type of wildlife-watching participants. Only
fished, only hunted, and both huntedhunting, the sum of hunters for big those engaged in activities whose
and fished. Itis not the sum of all game, small game, migratory bird, primary purpose was wildlife
anglers and all hunters, because  and other animals exceeds the total watching are included in the Survey.
those people who both fished and number of hunters. The two types of wildlife-watching
hunted are included in both the an- activities are defined below.

ler and hunter population and - .
\Q/]vould be incorrepctIIC;/ counted twice. Wildlife-Watching

Activities Nonresidential
Anglers (formerly Nonconsumptive Wild- This group included persons who

life-Related Recreation) took trips or outings of at least 1
Anglers are sportsmen who only mile for the primary purpose of
fished plus those who fished and  Since 1980, the National Survey of ghserving, feeding, or photo-
hunted. The angler group includes Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife- graphing fish and wildlife. Trips to
not only licensed hook and line Associated Recreation has included fish or hunt or scout and trips to
anglers, but also those who have noinformation on wildlife-watching Z00s, circuses, aquariums, and

license and those who use special activities in addition to fishing and  museums were not considered
methods such as fishing with spearshunting. However, the 1991 and  jldlife-watching activities.
Three types of fishing are reported: 1996 Surveys, unlike the 1980 and

(1) freshwater, excluding the Great 1985 Surveys, collected data only

Lakes, (2) Great Lakes, and (3) for those activities where the Residential

saltwater. Since many anglers primary purpose was wildlife

enjoyed more than one type of watching (observing, photographing, This group included those whose
fishing, the total number of anglers or feeding wildlife). Secondary activities are within 1 mile of home
is less than the sum of the three  wildlife-watching activities, such as and involve one or more of the
types of fishing. incidentally observing wildlife while following: (1) closely observing or

pleasure driving, are not included. trying to identify birds or other
wildlife; (2) photographing wildlife;
Hunters Many people, including sportsmen, (3) feeding birds or other wildlife on
enjoyed wildlife-related recreation  a regular basis; (4) maintaining
Hunters are sportsmen who only  other than fishing or hunting. We  natural areas of at least one-quarter

hunted plus those who hunted and refer to these nonharvesting acre where benefit to wildlife is the
fished. The hunter group includes activities, such as observing, primary concern; (5) maintaining
not only licensed hunters using feeding, or photographing fish and plantings (shrubs, agricultural crops,
common hunting practices, but also other wildlife, as wildlife-watching  etc.) where benefit to wildlife is the
those who have no license and thosectivities. Two types of wildlife- primary concern; or (6) visiting

who engaged in hunting with a bow watching activity are reported: (1) public parks within 1 mile of home
and arrow, muzzleloader, other nonresidential and (2) residential.  for the primary purpose of

primitive firearms, or a pistol or Because some people participate  observing, feeding, or photo-
handgun. Four types of hunting are in more than one type of graphing wildlife.

MAINE 3



Detail of Tables
Summary

Activities in the U.S. by Maine
Residents 16 Years Old and Older

Activities by Participants
16 Years Old and Older in Maine

Fishing Fishing
Anglers 207,000 Anglers 356,000
Days of fishing 4,039,000 Days of fishing 5,114,000
Average days per angler 20 Average days per angler 14
Total expenditures $132,921,000 Total expenditures $348,548,000
Trip-related $62,628,000 Trip-related $144,431,000
Equipment and other $70,293,000 Equipment and other $204,118,000
Average per angler $642 Average per angler $813
Average trip expenditure per day $16 Average trip expenditure per day $28
Hunting Hunting
Hunters 148,000 Hunters 195,000
Days of hunting 2,694,000 Days of hunting 3,144,000
Average days per hunter 18 Average days per hunter 16
Total expenditures $215,846,000 Total expenditures $284,172,000
Trip-related $47,161,000 Trip-related $85,621,000
Equipment and other $168,685,000 Equipment and other $198,551,000
Average per hunter $1,454 Average per hunter $1,380
Average trip expenditure per day $18 Average trip expenditure per day $27
Wildlife Watching Wildlife Watching
Total wildlife-watching participants 443,000 Total wildlife-watching participants 764,000
Nonresidential 140,000 Nonresidential 454,000
Residential 433,000 Residential 433,000
Total expenditures $98,458,000 Total expenditures $220,158,000
Trip-related $28,781,000 Trip-related $125,692,000
Equipment and other $69,677,000 Equipment and other $94,467,000
Average per participant $222 Average per participant $259

MAINE



Wildlife-
Associated
Recreation

MAINE

Participation by participants in wildlife-related recre-
i i ation because many individuals
Maine Residents engaged in more than one wildlife-

The 1996 Survey revealed that 511 related activity.

thousand Maine residents 16 years )

old and older engaged in fishing, EXxpenditures

hunting, or wildlife-watching acti_vi_— in Maine

ties. Of the total number of partici- _

pants, 207 thousand fished, 148 In 1996, state residents and non-
thousand hunted, and 443 thousandresidents spent $924 million on
participated in wildlife-watching wildlife-associated recreation in
activities where the enjoyment of ~ Maine. Of that total, trip-related
W||d||fe was the primary purpose Of expgndltures were $356 m|"|0n and
the activity. Wildlife-watching ac-  €guipment purchases totaled $484

tivities included observing, feeding, Million. The remaining $84 million
and photographing wildlife. was spent on licenses, contributions,

land ownership and leasing, and
The sum of anglers, hunters, and  5iner items and services.

wildlife-watching participants
exceeds the total number of

Participants in Wildlife-Associated Recreation
(State residents 16 years old and older)

Sportsmen
Total 266 thousand
Anglers 207 thousand
Hunters 148 thousand

Source: Table 3, 28, 39, and other survey data

Percent of State Residents In-State Wildlife-Associated
Participating, by Activity Recreation Expenditures
Total = 100% Total = $924 million

87%

Trip-
related
39% Equipment

41%
52%

Other
9%

Fishing  Hunting  Wildlife
watching



Sportsmen

In 1996, there were 456 thousand sportsmen who fished or hunted in
state resident and nonresident the state, 261thousand (57%) fished
sportsmen 16 years old and older  but did not hunt in Maine. Another
who fished or hunted in Maine. This 100 thousand (22%) hunted but did
group included 356 thousand anglersiot fish there. The remaining 95

(78 percent of all sportsmen) and  thousand (21%) fished and hunted in
195 thousand hunters (43 percent ofMaine in 1996.

all sportsmen). Of the 456 million

Sportsmen Participation in State
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Anglers 356 thousand
Fished only 261 thousand
Fished and hunted 95 thousand

Source: Table 1

MAINE



Anglers

MAINE

Participants and United States in 1996. These an-
ichi glers fished a total of 4.0 million
Days of FIShIng days. Approximately 205 thousand
In 1996, there were 356 thousand resident anglers (99%) fished in
state residents and nonresidents 16 Maine. They spent 4.0 million days,
years old and older who fished in 98 percent of their total fishing days,
Maine. Of this total, 205 thousand fishing in their resident state.

anglers (58%) were state residents gyme state residents fished onlv i
y in

and 151 thousand anglers (42%)  qiher states or fished in other states
were nonresidents. Anglers fished 55 \ye|l as Maine. In 1996, 12 thou-
:‘Atqtal of 5.1 million d?ﬁ 'er' sand anglers fished in other states, 6

aine—an average of 14 0ays Per harcent of the resident angler total.
angler. State residents fished 4.0 They fished 77 thousand days as
million days, 77 percent of all nonresidents, representing 2 percent
fishing days within Maine, while of all days fished by Maine resi-

nonresidents fished 1.2 million dents. For further details about fish-
days—23 percent of all fishing ing in Maine, see Table 3
days in the state. ’ '

Nearly 207 thousand Mainers 16
years old and older fished in the

Anglers in State
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Days of Fishing 5.1 million
Resident 4.0 million
Nonresident 1.2 million

In-State/Out-of-State
(State residents 16 years old and older)

Days of fishing 4.0 million

In Maine 4.0 million
In other states 77 thousand

Detail does not add to total because of multiple responses.



Fishing Expenditures fuel totaled $47 million. Each an-  total. Special and auxiliary equip-
in Maine gler spent an average of $405 on  ment are items that were purchased
trip-related costs during 1996. primarily for fishing, but could be

Anglers 16 years old and older spent used in activities other than fishing.

$349 million on fishing expenses in Anglers spent $166 million on The purchase of other items such as
Maine in 1996. Trip-related expen- equipment in Maine in 1996, 48 magazines, membership dues, li-
ditures including food and lodging, percent of all fishing expenditures. censes, permits, stamps, and land
transportation, and other expenses Fishing equipment (rods, reels, line, leasing and ownership amounted to
such as equipment rental or boat fuettc.) totaled $36 million, 22 percent $38 million—11 percent of all fish-
totaled $144 million, 41 percent of of the equipment total. Auxiliary  ing expenditures. For more details
all their fishing expenditures. They equipment expenditures (tents, spe-about fishing expenditures in Maine,
spent $64 million on food and lodg- cial fishing clothes, etc.) and specialsee Tables 18, 20, and 21.

ing and $34 million on transporta- equipment expenditures (boats,

tion. Other trip-related expenses trail bikes, etc.) amounted to $130

such as equipment rental, bait, and million, 78 percent of the equipment

In-State Fishing Expenditures
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Source: Table 18

In-State Fishing Expenditures
Total: $349 million

Trip-
related

41% Equipment

48%

Other
11%

8 MAINE



Hunters

MAINE

Participants and There were 148 thousand Maine

; residents 16 years old and older who
Days of Hunting hunted in the United States in 1996.
In 1996, there were 195 thousand Of the total 2.7 million days of
residents and nonresidents 16 yearshunting by state residents, nearly 2.7
old and older who hunted in Maine. million days (99 percent of the total)
Resident hunters numbered 148  were spent pursuing game within
thousand accounting for 76 percent Maine. For more information on
of the hunters in Maine. There werehunting activities by Maine resi-
48 thousand nonresidents who dents, see Table 3.
hunted in Maine—24 percent of the
state’s hunters. Residents and non-
residents hunted 3.1 million days in
1996—an average of 16 days per
hunter. Residents hunted on 2.7
million days in Maine or 85 percent
of all hunting days, while nonresi-
dents spent 467 thousand days hunt-
ing in Maine, 15 percent of all hunt-
ing days.

Hunters in State
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Days of hunting 3.1 million
Resident 2.7 million
Nonresident 467 thousand

In-State/Out-of-State
(State residents 16 years old and older)

Days of hunting 2.7 million
In Maine 2.7 million
In other states *

** Sample size too small to report data reliable.

© ‘



Hunting Expenditures Hunters spent $169 million on The purchase of other items such as

in Maine equipment, 60 percent of all hunting magazines, membership dues, li-
expenditures. Hunting equipment censes, permits, and land leasing

Hunters 16 years old and older spenfguns, ammunition, etc.) comprised and ownership cost hunters $29 mil-

$284 million in Maine in 1996. 19 percent of all equipment costs, lion—10 percent of all hunting
Trip-related expenses such as food $32 million. Hunters spent $138  expenditures. For more details on
and lodging, transportation, and oth-million on auxiliary equipment hunting expenditures in Maine, see

er trip costs, including equipment  (tents, special hunting clothes, etc.) Tables 19, 20, and 21.
rental fees, cost hunters $86 million,and special equipment (boats, trail

30 percent of their total expendi-  bikes, etc.), accounting for 81 per-

tures. They spent $41 million on  cent of total equipment expenditures

food and lodging and $22 million  for hunting. Special and auxiliary

on transportation. Other expenses equipment are items that were pur-

such as equipment rental totaled $23hased primarily for hunting but

million for the year. The average  could be used in activities other than

trip-related expenditure per hunter hunting.

was $439.

In-State Hunting Expenditures
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Source: Table 19

In-State Hunting Expenditures
Total: $284 million

Trip-
related

30% Equipment
60%

Other
10%

10 MAINE



Wildlife-
Watching
Activities

MAINE

Participants and thousand, of which 133 thousand
. were state residents and 321 thou-
Days of ACtIVIty sand were nonresidents.

In 1996, approximately 443 In 1996, more than 133 thousand
thousand state residents 16 years °|f\ﬂainers 16 years old and older en-

and older participated in wildlife- 5,04 nonresidential wildlife-watch-
watching activities such as observ- i, e creation activities within their
ing, feeding, or photographing wild- gia1e of residence. Of this group,
life. Some state residents enjoyed 133 hqysand participants observed
their activities close to home and —jjjife, 76 thousand photographed
are called “residential” participants.  .qjife. and 26 thousand fed wild-
There were 433 thousand residential;¢, Si'nce some individuals en-
participants in Maine in 1996. gaged in more than one of the three
Those persons whose primary pur- nonresidential activities during the
pose was to enjoy wildlife at least 1 year, the sum of wildlife observers,
mile from home are called “nonresi- feeders, and photographers exceeds
dential” participants. People partici- the total number of primary nonresi-
pating in nonresidential activities  dential participants.

in Maine in 1996 numbered 454

Nonresidential In-State
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Days, total 2.9 million
Observe wildlife 2.6 million
Photograph wildlife 951 thousand
Feed wildlife 471 thousand

Detail does not add to total because of multiple responses.



Mainers spent 1.2 million days en- Maine residents also took an active 1/4 acre or more for the primary
gaged in nonresidential wildlife- interest in wildlife around their benefit of wildlife; and 48 thousand
watching activities in their state. homes. In 1996, 433 thousand stataesidential participants visited public
During 1996, they spent 1.0 million residents enjoyed observing, feed- parks and natural areas within a mile
days observing wildlife, 286 thou- ing, and photographing wildlife of home. Adding the participants in
sand days photographing wildlife,  within 1 mile of their homes. Of these six activities results in a sum
and 101 thousand days feeding wildthis residential group, 401 thousand that exceeds the total number of res-
life. The sum of days observing, fed wildlife, 333 thousand observed idential participants because many
feeding, and photographing wildlife wildlife, and 135 thousand photo- people participated in more than
exceeds the total days of wildlife-  graphed wildlife around their one type of residential activity. For
watching activity because individu- homes. Another 84 thousand parti- further details about Maine residents
als may have engaged in more than cipants maintained plantings for the participating in residential wildlife-
one activity on some days. For fur- benefit of wildlife; 81 thousand par- watching activities, see Table 33.
ther details about nonresidential ticipants maintained natural areas of

activities, see Table 30.

Residential Participants
(State residents 16 years old and older)

Source: Table 33
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WiIdIife-Watching Wildlife-watching participants Other items purchased by wildlife-

i i spent a total of $78 million on watching participants such as maga-
Expendltures n equipment—35 percent of all their  zines, membership dues, and con-
Maine expenditures. Specifically, wildlife- tributions, land leasing and
Participants 16 vears old and older watc_hlng equipment (binoculars, owner_shlp, and plantings totalt_ad
spent 2220 milli)c/)n on wildlife- special clothing, etc.) totaled $56  $16 million—7 percent of all wild-
watching activities in Maine in million, 72 percent of the equipment life-watching expenditures. For

1996. Trip-related expenditures for total. Auxiliary equipment expendi- more details about wildlife-watching
wildlife-watching participants, in-  tures (tents, backpacking equipmentexpenditures in Maine, see Table 35.
cluding food and lodging ($72 mil- etc.) and special equipment expendi-

lion), transportation ($43 million), ~ tUres (campers, trucks, etc.)
and)other gxpenses (such as eql)Jip- amounted to $22 million, 28 percent

ment rental ($11 million) amounted ©f all équipment costs. Special and
to $126 million—57 percent of all ~ auxiliary equipment are items that
wildlife-watching expenditures by ~ Were purchased primarily for wild-
participants. The average trip-re- life-watching recreation but could be
lated expenditure for nonresidential USed in activities other than
participants was $277 per person wildlife-watching activities.

in 1996.

MAINE

In-State Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
(State residents and nonresidents 16 years old and older)

Source: Table 35

In-State Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
Total: $220 million

Trip-
related
57%

Equipment
35%

Other
7%
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1991-1996 Fishing

Survey Comparisons (Numbers in thousands)
1991 and 1996 National Surveys :
provides a picture of wildlife-reiated ~ State resident anglers 236 207 .
recreation in the 1990's in Maine. = ANglers in-state e 826 N
Only the most general recreation IE;ays in-state A il

. -state trip-related
estimates are presented here. expenditures $133,175  $142,087 *
The correct way to compare esti- Total expenditures
mates from two Surveys is not to by state residents $162,012 $132,048 *

compare the estimates themselves, 8N Gnge e S0 pcentleve o Sgncance

but to compare the confidence inter-
vals around the estimates. A 90-per _
cent confidence interval around an Hunting

estimate gives the range of estimateéumbersin thousands)

Sontative samples wouid provide, IS eaE e rsreierce
sentative samples would provide. If

the 90-percent confidence intervals  State resident hunters 123 148 *
of two estimates overlap, it is not Hunters in-state 165 195 *
possible to say the two estimates are Eag; ig-frtiat?elated 2,347 3,144

statistically different. expenditures $36,410  $68,970 .
The state resident estimates cover = Total expenditures

the participation and expenditure by state residents $76,857  $202,839 164%

ety of M eSO g NoGhange athe S0pecet evel of sigifeance.
where in the U.S. The in-state esti-

mates cover the participation, day,
and expenditure activity of U.S. Nonresidential Wildlife Watching

residents in Maine. (Numbers in thousands)

The expenditure estimates were [ 00 R 006 peieeiit change ]
made comparable by correcting the  giate resident participants 217 140 -35%

1991 estimate for inflation and sub- participants in-state 605 454 *

tracting from the 1996 estimate the = Days in-state 4,502 2,942 *

1991. These expenditure estimate
will not match the estimates present-

ed elsewhere in this report. Residential Wildlife Watching
(Numbers in thousands)

Total participants 542 433 —20%
Observers 448 333 —26%
Feeders 487 401 -18%

Wildlife-Watching Expenditures
(Numbers in thousands)

Trip—related expenditures

by state residents $45,688 $28,781 -37%
Total expenditures
by state residents $127,150 $88,492 —30%
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Guide to
Statistical
Tables

Purpose and
Coverage of Tables

The statistical tables of this report
were designed to meet a wide range
of needs for those interested in
knowing about wildlife-related
recreation. Special terms used

of participation, and their number of
trips are being reported by type of
activity. By contrast, the title of
Table 6 indicates that it contains data
on freshwater anglers and the days
they fished for different species of
fish.

in these tables are defined in Appendi¥’ercentages Reported

A.

The tables are based on responses
to the 1996 Survey which was
designed to collect data about
participation in wildlife-related
recreation. To have taken part

in the Survey, a respondent must
have been a U.S. resident (a reside
of one of the 50 states or the District
of Columbia). No one residing
outside the United States (including
U.S. citizens) was eligible for
interviewing. Therefore, reported
state and national totals do not
include participation by those who
were not U.S. residents or who were
residing outside the United States.

Comparability With
Previous Surveys

The numbers reported can be
compared with those in the 1991
Survey Reports. The methodology

in the Tables

Percentages are reported in the tables
for the convenience of the user. When
exclusive groups are being reported,
the base of a percentage is apparent
from its context because the percents
add to 100 percent (plus or minus a

n|Iounding error). For example, if a

table reports the number of trips taken
by big game hunters (51 percent),
those taken by small game hunters (29
percent), those taken by migratory bird
hunters (10 percent), and those taken
by sportsmen hunting other animals
(10 percent), these would form 100
percent because they are exclusive
categories.

Percents should not add to 100

when nonexclusive groups are being
reported. Using Table 2 as an example
again, note that adding the percentages
associated with total number of big
game hunters, total small game

used in 1996 was similar to that usedhunters, total migratory bird hunters,
in 1991. These results should not bend total hunters of other animals will

directly compared to results from

not yield total hunters (100 percent)

Surveys earlier than 1991 since therbecause respondents could hunt for

were major changes in methodology
These changes were made to
improve accuracy in the information
provided.

Coverage of an
Individual Table

Since the Survey covers many
activities in various places by
participants of different ages, all
table titles, headnotes, stubs, and
footnotes are designed to identify
and articulate each item being
reported in the table. For example,
the title of Table 2 shows that data
about anglers and hunters, their day

more than one type of game.

When the base of the percentage
may not be apparent in context,

it is identified in a footnote. For
example, Table 11 reports 3 percent-
ages with different bases: one for
the number of hunters, one for the
number of trips, and one for days of
hunting. Footnotes are used to
clarify the bases of the reported
percentages.

S
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Footnotes to the Tables

Footnotes are used to clarify the
information or items that are being
reported in a table. Symbols in the
body of a table indicate important
footnotes. These symbols are used
in the tables to refer to the same
footnote each time they appear:

*

Estimate based on a
small sample size.

Sample size too small to
report data reliably.

W Less than .5 dollars.
Z Lessthan .5 percent.
X Not applicable.

NA Not asked.

Estimates based upon fewer than 10

responses are regarded as being
based on a sample size that is too
small for reliable reporting. An
estimate based upon at least 10 but